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‘The authots provide in this study a paradigs for' the

systematic investigation of autonomy in.education by reviewing the

research on autonomy in philosophy, education; &and

. psychology, all of which define, analyze and value auq;n my in,
different ways. Significant issues surrodunding auntonoay and
strategies for dealing with -them are consldered in order %o help in

"developing an-approach for examining

* Setting. The

autonomy jn an edancational.

investigation involves three phases: the first focuses

on the enviréonment arnd results in the generation of a list of

beh

avioral opportunitiés’ for 'student autonomy to exist. -The second

focuses on the student and results~in'an estimation of individual
differences with respect to the utilization of these opportunities.
The final phase utilizes both environmental and student information
and resuvlts in the development of situation-related measures of
stulent aatonomy. TheSe measurement technigues are exawined
critically in order to delineate the constrainte that instrusentation

plices on the subject.
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to utilize these opportunities. ! One arena.in which jndividualg can be
taught to act independently is the school. 1t 1s also our behef that school .

children cannot be taught indepgndencé in a vacuum separatéd from nor-

_ mal academic activities, but that the{ should be exposed to learning

i ’ .
experiences that prova opportunityes for autonomous behavior,
.

- /mtional settiggs vary'm the degree to which they facilitate

' - . .

the,task of teaching aut ynomy . or instance, a setting in which the
teacher attempts to maintain an/ environment where all children behave

- - . s
e lesson for,uthr same length of timge .

~

similarly, i.e., study the sa

[ S
. under similar condifions, is hot as useful a situation for teaching inde~ -

‘

pendence as is an individualized settin Whether structured or open,

.

individualized systems of ynstructton lend themselves well to the task
’ ‘

of teaching independence pbecause they permit the gradual, planned-ex-

posure' of each student t?ﬂ situations requ'irmg independent behavior.

Individualized education not only lends 1pself to teachang independertce,

but aléo dernands that independence bé taught. Since the goal of indi-
0 o .
.vidualization 1s adapting. wistruction to each student, the number and
. : .
variety of decisions that must be made are greater than in a 'S/Vttmg

,vgl’ere ipstructional decisions are geared to the capabilities o the

t

vaveragé' child. By requiring that children share 1n this decision mak-
* - .
ing, t.e., by encouraging them to take responsibility for their own
4 A

choices, individualization can occur more effectively. .
&~ - - -

l | = -

« _/{ » . o [ 4

) s .

. | | .

) ", ! Throughout this'paper. independence and autonomy will be used
interchangeably, a more subtle use of the term, independerice could
be viewed as the a onym: oi dependence. Where the latter is inappro-
psiate or irrationa] reliance on other pecple, nerms, or institutions for
one's own actions. then 1ndepentience.would be irrational avoidance of .
help from people or,institutions. Because the focus of «this paper is on

T autonomy or ranor\ulaand .appro;nate independence, we have chosen not
to view \ndependénsce as the opposite of depenaence, but as a synonym
. for autonomy, ** . N‘“‘.b <.
. E L
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" The purpose of this paper 1s to provide a paradigm for the sys-
tematic investigatipn of autonorny in éducation. We proceed by analyz-
<" inpg what has been accomplished 1n t)\e disciplines which have considered

autonomy and- by o3 thmng 1mporta.nt 1ssues that have not been addressed.
'

Congern about the a omy of the 1nd1v1dual emerges in f1eIds such as * - ~
.political science, p};ilosophy, education, and psychology. This concern

is expressed 1n various forms--from broad the3retical discussions to

@, .
reports of empirical research 1n limited and controlled settings. The

-

‘more abstract work focuses on the’relationship between an indwvidual's

- ' ¢

autonomy and respongsibility and on the problerns of individua? freedom

f

» L . .
... versus societal needs. The empirical work ranges from studies that

’

. .
'_exami.ne the environmental supports for independence to those, that treat
autonomy-as a human personahty cpéracte ristic. It 1s our task to go s
bgyond wha.t has been dont by showing how the‘heorenc_al dxscns sions )

of autonomy can be utilized in practical 1nvest1gatxons in education and

b\} systematxcall«, integrating t}westlgatxonq of énvm'onmental oppor-

tumtlés for autonomy with studies of individual deferences 1n autonomy.
' .

Befor'e delineating the scope and content of this paper, we should
“ A
review what 1t 1s not. Furst, 1t 1s nog a discussion of the'differences-

between open and traditional forms of education. Altholugh' educanonal ,
¢
settings yary in the number of opportumtxes they offer, there is_still a

t

'wide variety of environments 1n which autonomy can be learned. T'hj

identification of the bést environments and teaching techniques must

. wait until further research findings are acdumulated. Neither 1s this
paper about™he developfhent of rugged individualism as opposed to co:
. v
- operation as a personal behavior. Indeced, we view the development .

J
and exercising of social skills. such as cooperatign and sharing, as-com-

————— v,

-patible with the growth of autonomy 1n an )ndxvxdual . K
. ‘y . y . v
* This paper repres.ents an effort to move toward a structure foxr’ ,

] ¢ «
investigating dutopomy 1n the classroomp. Various definitions of autonomy

(4] ' 7 -
QEMC ot - . > . } ) ’
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are summarized to aid 1n formulating an operational definitron of autono-
my. Stgmficant. 1ssues surrounding au‘tonomy and strategies for deahng/
N " with them are considered 1n order to helpin developing vur own apprc‘ac}\
. .
for examn:mg autonomy 1n an educational environment. Techniques for
" :

mezasuring autonomy are exainined critically 1n order to delyeate the
. .

.
‘" constraints that instrumentation places on the subject. Finally, a schema
for clarifying ahd himiting investigation 1s presented.
. R b
- )
. . “ Definitions
In th1s section. we examine some major definitions of autonomy.
‘The need to do this arises from the fact that autonomy tends to be a
/ catch phrase for many disparate concepts. In order to undertake the

study of autonofny in educatioh, we peed a broad but concrete specifica-

. N Ll
tion of what 1s meant by the term. First, we discuss the more general -

theoretical descriptions of autonomy, then move to those definitions of

independence within educational settings. and final]y turn-to thE defini- -
s
b

- tions that emerge from the related empirical research.

, .
Theoretich(Descnptions of Autonomy -

- 'I‘he/or'eh&al discussions do, not result 1n defimtions of autonomy pér\
se, but they help to delineate some preconditions for considering autono-
my. In these theorehcal descriptions, philosophers discuss relatwely
isolated actions. whereas the psychologists that we consxder lqdter exam-
1ne the accumulation of 'the¥e actions. Descriptions o[‘th‘e conditions for
autonomous activity emerge frm:n philosophical consideration ot two

: top‘xés. The first 1ssue 1s the relationship between 'responsxblht_y and
morahty (‘see Arken, 19f2, Baier. 1970, Lessnoff, 1971, Rawls, 1971,
Wolff, 1970). The second deals with the balance between an individual's
l'vreedox.'n and the overriding needs'and values of tHe total sociq.ty (see

Mill."1859/1947. Roussr an « 17¢2/10 31, ’

. "

-
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*Autonomy as a pre requidite for personal responslblht‘y Phxloso—

phers dxscuss autonomy inYheir exarminations of the’ relatxo.nshxp be-
tween morahty and personal responsitulity. They argue that to Judge /

the moralitv of an individual's actions. cons e;atlon must be g1vep_to - ¢+

the degree te which the ind1vidual .ca.n or nnot be considered responsi-
ble for hgs or her actions. FRespons:bility deoc.ndé, in turn, upon the’ .
degree to which aln'mdwldual 1‘5 actinz autonomously, In othe'r wordé,
only.m the case where an“ndi-1daal 1¢ acting autonomously can s/he.be > |

- .
considered responsible {or those actions. Then and only thetf can the

. ™ . .

morahty ©Of the action be examjned. There are four condltlons fqr con* \ \

\

sidering A person $ actions autonomous {a) the existence of at least .y
- .
wone real alternauve.‘ {b) awarenegs of alternanves, (c)-the ,nght-to ’

choose among alterncxtnes and (d) awareness of thq con5$qu.gn¥es of . v

'

choice (see Baler, .17, Montessor:, 1917/1945. Rousseau, 1762/1963

Wolff, '10?0). ‘Each condition depends 1n part upon the previous one or
- . - M
ones 1n oraer tor 1t'to ve 'xieanze(:. Thus, an i1ndividual who 1s nout
&0 . ; .
aware of'available alternatives canno’ be consiiered to sct autonomously.
) '

- The rndividual must be aware that s/hs 15 not acting out of instinct or

xmpulsé but frem choice {Bater, 1970). In other words, the individual

«

must realize that s/he 1< selgctma fro.A among al{ernatwes. Also,

.

t?heQe alternatwes for choice must be reahstxc. Without realistic oppor-
L !

tumt1e< to' choose or knowledge . of the right to choosg,. the individual's

{'Sv 2l

actions <annot be considered autonemous. And finally, the individdal = , ©
should be aware o! the consequentes uf that choice, whether 1t is posi-
- tive. 'nezarix;e. ,or neutral (see Biaier, 1070, Wolff, *1970), Without such

. knawledge, the choice becomes vacuous or random.

3 ' -

—- ' L4
The discussion o' these preconditions for autonofmy provides a ¥ -

framework for considering the degree to Wthh a child 1s autonomous, .
Baier (1970) recognizes that while manv choxces ma\, be made by chil -

dren, they may not bg aware of the alternatives or of the consequences
A, . . - :
’ of their choices. Further, Wolfi (177 points out that: \

N i

\‘1( i . 9 '
7 o
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. '’ Only because man has the capacity to reason about his
¢hoices can he be_said to stand uAder a continding obli- "
gation to take responsxbhty for them. Jt is quite appro-
- priate that moral phxlosophers should group together
children and madmen as being not fully responsible for - D
their actions, for as madmen they are thought to lack
: freedom of choice, so children do not yet posses?# the
power of reason ih a developed form, It is even just
that.we should assign a greater degr of, responsi-
1 bility to children, for madmen, by wiue of their lack
. . ‘of free will,” are COmpletely wtthout respons;bxhty,
while children, in so far as they possess reasonina”
. partially developed form, cwn be held responsible
_ {i..e., can be required to take responsibility) to a cbr-
et - respondmg degree. (pp 12- 13)

4 o

* +  Assuming Wolff‘s position that chxld$en are only "pjrtxally de-

%eloped" with respect to rea‘on, the educator's task is to familiarice
ghildren with the condxnons for autonomy. Chxldren can be mtroduced
+  to altefnatives and taught how to select from among therh by showing
them how to gather relevant information about a p.artiCulér situation.
Rousseau (1'362/1;?63) congiders that a principle fun‘ction of education
is to give'a Tchild a perspective from which to analyz-e information.
Onicg the child has this perspective, ?/he can control the envigonment
with greater facility. However, education t}'xat p;'o\rides v'arm per-
spectives leads to still another defin'itmnal‘fpr-oblem. it can be argued
that the degree to which an mdwxﬂual is autodomous is the inevitable )
‘ result af the social and educanonal conditions to whlc‘ the individual
* ' has been exposed as a child. Consequeritly, since the mdundual is the.
‘way s/he is as a result of circumstances beyond per&onal control then
1t 1s difficult to consider }-)a or her behavxor autonomous. Rawls (1971)*
dxscusses a related problem 1in his exammatxon of morality. He sug—
gests that if the prooaess by wh1ch an mdvndual becomes moral (autono-
mous) 1s 1tself a moral‘one, then the 1individual can be considered to
be moral, reg,ardless of the inewitability of that process. Rawls (1971)

goes on to say that: ’ ' Y
. , _ P

* .
. s - M

b N
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. Moral educ‘lon is educatlon for autonomy In due . '
> “course everyone will know why he 'would adopt the, .
principles of juistice and how they are derived from = . , *
the copditions that characterize his being an equal b
’ in a society of moral persons.’ {p..516) o . .

» s (3

'Autonomy as a balanc &between: mdwxdual freedom. and socxetal

nebds Autonomy is consxdered 1in philosophical d}scussxons re‘latmg

~

to the rights of society as a collection of mdwxd,ualg versus The rights

of the mdlvxdual alone. The proportion,of individual ng};ti te collec- . Z
tive nghts vari®s along a continuum. At one end of the continuum,

there, is little or no concern for the rights of the society, for the nghts

of the individual are deemed all important (Rousseau, 1762/1963). At

the other end, an mdrvxdual‘s autonomy 1s subsulrped under the needs of AN
the society. In\ther wois, although the rights of the mdlvtdu%.l to be

‘free are recogmzed th ghts 'of the total soc1ety oufweigh those of | e

..‘ e

' the individual when they conflict (Mill, 1859, 1947). s

According to Rousseau, the individual's actions shc;uld not be
restricted by the s‘oci.et*y: in which the norins are irrationaltand the
.Values are in.corporated within a power structure. Therefore, the

. purpose of educano.n is to give each child the tools with whlch's/h'e

-
can control or mampulate the _environment. On the otﬁer hind, Mxll *

. (1859/1947) considers tndependence from the-'-point of view of the needs
of the society, , where sOciéty 1s'an aggregate of md;wduals. ‘Mill
reasons that autonomly is desirable because it is good for the society
to have mdepepdent,Zreahv? gndwiduals.. However, if mdxvtdual . -
aiztonomy ‘mterfere; with the g'bod of the soc1a1 system then it has te

- be re;tricted Deciding whether an mdxwdual or socxety xs infringing
on the rlghts of“the’ other 1s a matter of utxh‘y (the greatest good for

. the greatest number). As Mxl‘l (1859/1947) said, "I regard utility as’
the ulfimate appeal on all ethical Sueshons. but 1t must be gtililty in

the largest sense, grounded on the permanent’interests of manas a o,
-~ ”

progressive being" (pp. 10-11). * ',
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. N )
. ) Rousseau and Mill help to lay out some conditrofs o8 ﬁtonomy.
By descnbmg the-psychologdical and 1nte'lleq:ha.§ toois/an,\hd dual -

I

1
needs to declare and maintain mdependence vausseaq focusés on con-g

d;tlons for the development and suppox’t of Lhe autommg{ub perSon.

Mxll specxhes the llmxmtlons or bourfdaﬂes of persbnal freegom in the
PN < o n g ;
N presence of the commgn good. 3 “' L% e LT /

. Bt 7T
N .
As we move towards a more conc rétg consideraton of atitonomy

in the class:-oom e imd that theseuabstract, speculative concerns

areyzlpful gurdes. The idea of responsxbxhty to oneself and to & so- ?,

cietyf has very real 1mp11canons for education. vamusly,\ \)né.of the

. ‘}csks‘for educators 1s helpmg students realize where the boundh-n.es -

of thelr freedom lie by pointing out where the rights of othtr 1ndi-
. ' ' - . .
' viduals or the entire grouprof students take over. The educational’

A » R
environment 18 a subset of the total social environment. Of course,

- .

the educational setting 1% by its nature more defined and llmlted than

- the socxety at large, because a demgnate& g’roup of peoplg has the i
appointed responsxbxhty of .planmng. monitoring, ancd as\“es‘ng the
growth and l‘e“arning of another group. . N

N o * « e

2

Applied Descriptions of Autonorny

We move now from a,aonsideration of ¢ond1txons required for

autonomous actx,on to the more {ocused problem of the development of

-

» ‘port that growth, This requires that we come to grips with ;he chang-
hﬁme

ing developmental nature of young ns. There ‘are twoﬁ'najor ways '

f

in whxc)i this has been approached (d) Educatlonal chmcxanmcnbe ‘

autonomy and discuss the kinds of school dnvxronments in whxch chil-

"dren learn to behave mdepe_nden’tly, and (\l developmentnl p‘:sychoha; ‘

ERIC "~ -
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. an autonomous Chlld and the types of educamonal situations that’sup- .

oS

S egiats trace the growth of ai 'ndividual with respect to autonomy. ?
. : . e : « ot
L] ! L
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e . [ WA
Mtonomy 1n_educational settmgs. Durlng tﬁlaét three cen-"
Vv

turies, seaveral educators emerged who shdred commoo ¢lements in

their, approaches to the educatlon of \,oung ‘children. Dewey, hroebel : .

P ,Montesson ('\l’exll and Pest’a.’l()?/l af founded and worked in their own -
schools. \h”nlo t!‘e‘y all snhare a view gf th; Chlld as a growmz{ and
dynamlc en.tlry ‘they ditfer, o,tten quxlte sharply, on theu: definitions

* "of education ahd autgnomy. . . - . X g

: . , . . -

v - - 3 ht -
Montessory (1917/1983), Pestalozs1 (1$27/1350) and, »to some‘ . -
. L] .
extent, Froebel (1012} all datine an_tonomy as anp act or dec1sxorp1n N
. . ) &

the contgxt.of-a social setunu, Thev examme u’ersonalor pbychologx—
R .

© eal 1nd'ependence 1in the Jar:er soeetal cohtext. Eoth \1ontes';or1 a.nd

. ,- . - . ]

Pestalozz1 reter to autonomy as morality, comscious cholce, or~zuided,
. .

Y ¢ W

* fre'edom. Acfording to Montessborl (Standing, 19tl), the dex eloprwent
. », ’ ..,
of 1ndependencv )mphos the -vrowth of a ~el:-conscrous w1II Montes-

~ 3 -

+

(]
sori cbntends that at Tnodime ~hould children oo avandoned to'do what-
. , ) e . X ’
ever they wantes but that they shoule be.taupht to belave independently

’ . . -

.
1n a caremll\," structured environm.ert where.the ‘right choice 1s m- A
3 3 . . -

herent 1n the activitv, She belteves that children do aot learn best N
. N LN . N .

. . - - hed
., from makins serious and painful mistakes but irom making proper ‘.
W

«

- -
decisions under the stidance of one who 1s concerned. . K Coe
. -

- [

- Bewey (1% 7\“.‘»&:\»-‘5 all of edueation m the light qf "thre continurty
o[»developmg e\cpen(:nce tp., 43). For Dewey, pérsonal atftogo.my 1s * -
the’zraduél outy rowth of thez mto"‘acnon of the indivydual with his pr
her en‘v1lron‘n'wnt. The growth of indepencence comes from an ungler-

* standing of the con~.eqhnce> ot action. De wov’xs concern'cd with the .
. 4 LY
» balance of personal independence and the need tor spcial confrol. ‘He
"views the experifnce of control not as something fr?‘rn which to rebel,

. but as an inteyr L part ot k:a*rmrig. Chanyes 1n control lead to changes
. _

r ‘e
in experiences.) The way in which control 1w 1ntégrated into experi- &
» ‘ . - 5 . L
ence and interpalized by the student 15 a majoy pgint of copcentration . .

' -
| - . P

/ Y e . 1 . - -
) ‘ 4.4 .
. v . . ' o s e
. ) .o . .
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. A ' . ’ /
”r Dewey Autonomy 1s the child's cont1nua1 and growing assumpt1on

of responslbllity for learning and action. Autonomy.1s not an end'in - -

- ’ . -]
itself. ° . - f “ )

While Montessori and Dewey em;;hasize a balance between per- -
sonal f:eedom and soc1a1 freedom, Neill {(1960) states that '""no one can
.- have social eedom for the rights of others must be respected. But °
everyone shotld have 1nd1v1dual freedom' (p. 35¢). Of course, part
of t ffer‘ence is §emant1t reflect1n3,, mot so much a difference of

L4 .
op1n1pn about the re'lanonshlps betwée'en the 1ndrv1dua1 and socxety, but .

T ‘a difference about what c0nst1tut“es freedom (or 1ndependence) Dewey

.vand Montescorﬁdefme 1ndependence in the context of social 1nsts1tutlon=

whereas Neill -de'f-mes it urthe context of the 1ndividua1. -

/ . . - X
'

Developmental view of @utonom Yy While neither ‘E\nkson nor

Piage't would deny the 1mportance of a soc1al setting (such as the
. ? he .

school) in which a c}uld can develop autonomous behavwrs, they, do .
- not concern tHemselves w1th mampulatlng these/enwro’ments to un- ®
covel: the most' wpportwe onesy As dévelopmenta} p-sycholog1sts,
}}rlkson and Plaget do not stress thgdirect teac‘xmg of autonomy, the
overt manlphlatxon of envlronmental supports, but concentrate on ob-

.. ‘:erving and describing the emergence '0f ipdependent bé&haviors from
’ - » & .

- . -
irthito adolgscence. . t . R . 9
* . S e L < ]
. B ~M . . ‘e

. L]
Erikson describes autorromy as startmg very early——as soon as
(-

“*the child dxé:cxses the muscular control of "holding on" and "letting |

T go.'" Erikson (1'968) states that 1it'is then that ‘T. -1 the snll hxghly
. dependent child b,egms to expenence his’ autonomous wiall' (p 197) . .
. Condlt\ons for the develobment of ahtonomy require strong support of '
+ the 1nfant‘s sense of trust. Clear]y, Er.\kqon focuses on the child's
personal sense of autonomy, but he tecognjzés the social nature of '
the growth of that autopomy. er gene ral, Frikson describes autonomy

. as devgloptn;., to the de[,:ee to whxch t,ﬂe child expemences success in

’ ’
‘ » . . v l

. 10




s
) ~

<’ controlling the environment withia and without. “As his environment

encoyrages him to 'stand on his own feet' 1t must protect him against

meaningless and arbitrary experiences of shame and Farly doubt”

{Erikson, 1963, p. 252). Thus, we can ptesume that Erikson would .
' ~

view the role ot education a- supportive and tacilitative rather than = i

serving the fpodeling function ot’ Montessori.

N . .
Like Erikson. rhager (143271665} acknowledges the social natura

of the growth of autonomy. or 1n his'words, ''the ebvious correlation
/" "between cooperation and the consciouspess of autonomv' {p. 95}, Al-

/ thoush Piaget ne.er describes explicitly the development of atitonomy
/ .

o in the child, 1° can be Ynferred :rom his discussions of the growth of .
moral judgment tha* he considers autonomy as a decision integrally
bound with social interaction. According to Piaget, the child's entry
. 4

into school,’ an environment which encourages social involvement wpth

<oz cranger on the child's Lifs tha' aid him or her in

peeri, miro 3

n.aking decisions. JIFreed trom tne constant sipervision and constraint
of parents and encouraged 1o spend increasing’ amounts o! tinje with

- S
peers, the schocl child beuins 'o escape irom the beliet that the opin-

1ons of acults are bimding ana ;mmuraf;le. Thu=<, the child graduallyl

adopts a position ot equality'where =, he has the ability to make deci-

stons and take responsibility for them. Pla‘get (LA32/190%"escribes J
& .
this chanye as moving trom the <tave of '¥nilateral respect and the ﬁ

,coercive rule’ (p. “U) to that ot mutaial respect and rational rules”

’ L4
. {p. 94). Throuuh peer intéraction, the child 1s exposed to divergent

points of view and disvovers that the 1dea~ promulgated by parents are

. ! R . !
~ not the ORly way Ul vie wiliy the wolid.  The cotulict between what tlte

~

child has been taught to think and the views of others forces the child

to reassess his or her own opinions and.d¥cisions. in short, through

cooperative social interaction, where the chile comes to understand’
4 v

disparate points of View and relinquishes dependence upon adult

Q ) o ilr " o
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¢ A}tho\xievelopmental psvch?ioglsts have pruvxded evidence v

" !
) L1 o
aythorijy, the child becomes better able to make decisions concerning
v -
his or her own personal opinions. . ;" SN
- ’ - 3
N\ v e

3

that tndepen e 1n children emerges n%turally, educational chm-

cians have encouraged our belief that this process can be .aligmented
. -

by placing children in e‘nronments that maximxze their opportunities
to behave au't‘on’omously, Teacfung autcmpmy may beneﬁt the children
whose natural growth of lnz(iependence 1s dﬁf1c1ent 1n some way, as well
as enhance growth 1n children whose development 18 proceedmg at a 7

RN

normal pace.

&,

Empirical Defimtions of Autonomy .

P .
We now turn to the task of drawing out the definitions of autonomy

that underhe a rather large body of recent emparxcal and expc .rme'x*al
research. In a.sense, the literature we have just, re\)teweﬁ 1s both
emplncal and experxmenta] however, the work u&a\‘e turning to tends
to be more limited 1n scope, thus more 1n line \\1th studies that are
currently referred to as empirical and Pxperlmentan( Generally, this
" research falls along a continuum from studies emphasizing the. sigmfi-
cance of e.wu'onmentaI"bpportumtles for autonomy to studies empha- . |,
\ -

s1zing autonomy as a personahty charactenstw

N

Conditions supporting autonomy. In some of_the empirical and

experlmental research (Flandens «1967;: Modre, l&Z’ Nortor, 10'70)
autonomy 15 defined iro terms of tha.classrqom co"ﬁdxnons f}’ prov1de
Opport‘unltles for 1ndependent st’uden; behay,xor 'THis research reveals
that opportumties for autonomy arxse from a number of 'sources, such
as the insfructional program, teacher behavxors, and student per¢ep-
t‘ions of learning goals: Moore {1972) descr'xbes the ways 1n which

various 1nstructional programs are managed with respect to the
- ' 4 *

“ v -
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number and variety “of opportumties iarov ed for independence. In

this context, he dgfines autonomy as the degree to which instructipnal
. . .
programgs provide opportunities !3r students to assume responsibility
n - L3

.

& ‘
for imtiating, directing, and evaluatiny thex‘.A own learning activities,

ose classroom conditions

.

Flanders {19£7) considers 1ndependence ast

in which "pupils perceive théir attivities to be 'seli-directed! " (p. 108).

.

The environmrental conditions that Flanders s cib.es are teacher behav-
tors and student pe‘rceptl\’m.\ of learming goals. \Norton's (1970) work
1n student autonomy corr:bmes that of Moore and Ylanders. He,is con-
cerned with the mfluence of bet}, teacher practu:e¥ and instructional

programs on student independence,” He defines mdependence as the

-
conditions under which students establith the content, aims, and re-

-wards of their learning activities, All three of these researchers
o

view autonomy as a dynamrc state, a state that can be altered by chang-
ing the eunviroumental op*}urmmhe,, we., Ly providing more oppor-
tunities to behave aytopomously, HoWwever, each focuses on different

aspects of the enyironment.

™.

Unhke Moore, Flanders, and Nofton, who determine the’degree

of educationalgopportuhity for autonomvi by dir(-;ctly describing the en-
v'xronmentaéndlnons, other researchg¢rs {Columbxa Classroom En-
vironments Project, 1971, (ioldupp, 197 )detcrmmed opportumty by
observing the behavior of children ;n‘a setting and by inferring from
these be"haiviors the 20n&1t10n of the envi onmeqt.' In other words,

although they are concerned primarily with educational opportunities

v - o

for 1ndependence, these researchers define autonomy rot in terms of
.

e}vxronmental conditions, but in terms of the behavior of individuals

"
in the envxronment. This behavioral €vidence indicates indirectly the

degree to which the particular conditions support autonomw. Goldupp
. .
(1972) defines autonomy a’s the extefit to whx‘chxldren carry out learn-

mg tasks 1n a. socxallv acce(ptable manner witWout the supervidion of

)
N N ~

' - .

-




'controllmg adults. She is concerned with the d%ree to which children

- <

manifest self-motivating and self- dxrectne behavuirs when placed 1n
such a situation. Iﬁshey display these behaviors frequently, they are
- I \ A}

described as independent and the educational setting is claimed to sup-

-
. .

port autonomous behavior. Although Goldupp con51ders seU-\mnlatwe
and self-directive behaviors as important descriptors of mdependence,
she fails to discuss self-evaluative behavior which is also a ma_]c;r

part of autonomous learning and 1s ineluded. in the definitions offered
by‘'Moore, Flanders, and Nerton. In the Coiumbm Cla‘ssroc;m Enviréon-©
ments Project (CCEP, 197]), autonomy is defined as the ’‘control by

self of self's thought and action" (p: 5\ _lf the child‘x:e‘:n!within an edu- -

cational setting ax‘e behaving autonomously according to this definition,

~ v

then the program i1mplemented 1n that clasgmeom 1s said to provide

opportunities for independence. .

- Kremer, Perlbe‘rg,-.and Peleg (1975) define autnomy 1n terms of
classes of behaviors and then use this information to develop a strategy
for teaching mdepender;ce. Like Goldupp and CC'EP, Kremer et al,
define azutonorr'xy‘m terms of behaviors (rather than environment.’;l cori-
ditions): however,* they use tht.nr defintion not to make‘ inferenc‘es about
i};e environment, Mbutkto suggest wéys' to teach independence within a
given setting. They 1dentify three independent behaviors: (a)identify-
ing problems, (b) raising questions, and (c) deciding how relevant a
1uesnon 18 to the problem at hand by ordering the questions with re-
spect to the sxrmlantxe-! amgng thern/and the problem to be solved.
"Clearly, asking the ‘'right” queshons 12 an mmportant parg of independ?

ent learning, but othep behaviors should be considered as well.

The empirical and experimental }es;arch on autonomy either
fo&sec on the environmental cond1t1ons that support independence or

exa’mnes autonomy as a personahty charactensnc. Having rev1ewed
- r -
,

“ -
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L
the literatire in the former cateszofy. we turn to the research where

thefe'1s Q,n attempt’tb determine t df:gi-ee to which an 1ndivifual be-

¥ -
. ha\ées independently., Uniortunately, no o-e has investigated both'of
N t -
the}sb dimensions, simultancously. in the lact <ectinn of thi< paper,

i - i « i -
we!hope to alter this situfition by suggesting a strategy for studying

aufonormry f~om Hoth anzle-s.

, Autonomoys individuals. Among those researchers who are
. L4

utonomy as a personality characteristic, some de-
. .

c cernejd with

fipe indépende

djrectly thréug defimtions o: dei)e}xdenge or perceptions okindepend-

ce and from these’cefxmtxons‘ n.ake 1nferences about the natute of
] .

. A
. ° i
.

‘ . . t *
ta (1670 ant krimern.an (1%72) define autonomy di- -
;
4 3
Panta'- Tefim: w..,o. @ 0NV iz Gui'k rn4rgow, concen-

3

trating on i1ndependence within a restricted setnng, Krimerman's def1-
* .

ndependence.

1 ] Both B

‘rectly. Whil

P | - o
d, delineatiny criteria .or dete rnining autonomous ac-
¥

.

nition 1S bro

and facilitate e{fvctxve (both efficient anda expecnent) prbblem solvmg'

The degree to which a' chxld 1> consideréd autonorrous 1s relatedto the
3
humber of ;ndependent behaviors s/he exhibits 11 a controlled gethng
L
Although Hanta claims to be concerned with autonomy, wd suggest that
' L4

he may be focusing tnstead on creativity 1in problcm solvmg‘.v’Clearly,

f1nd1ng umque solutions to problems mav be a,uton,omou~ beha»xor,
However, 1t not the nmqunmwg e th'e final <Blution that 15 4 meas-
7

ure of aulonomy 1“15 the mdependenu 5 the wunesation of the aciation

4 + - .

that indicates autonomy. Frimerman defines autonomy more broadly
as human behavior that 1s voluntary and purposive. H(' advances a , -
”science' of autonomy,' a prO‘L,r'dl’T‘. @r <tudyings human freedom that

adheres to the criteria of screntific inquiry. In so domg,-he ene'rates

behaviors directly. Others describe a‘utoﬂom{; in- .

a . v
txons Accordmg to Banta, autonomnous benavur\ arc ) =elf~regu1at1ng'

.




' .

‘ a list of criteriafor disfinguishing autonomous acts from tHose that
are not. _Even theugh his marn focus 1s to cateéorxzo :mgle actions .

as either autonomous or not autonomous, he suggests that the deuree
to which an 1ndividual 1s .autoncknous can be determined by the fre-

.quency with which s/he behaves in a purpasive and voluntary manner.
- - . . \ -

\

~ W, Deriving 'dﬂe deflnltlc;n of autonomy indirectly.. Another Zroup

~ ]

. of researchers, who consider the pe rsonal aspects of autonemy rather e

. N -

than the environmental ones, examine autonomy 1nd1r'*ectly Th;s
group is composedamahlnly of psychologlsts who examlne autonomy )
either from 1ts reflection, dependence, or through the pe rceptlon of

. independence, locv;xs of control. For the most part, the dependence

research consists of behaviorally based studies, whereas the locus of

N
v
» R R !

control literature encompasses studies in,which individuals report per-
cepfions. By focusing on behaviors and perceptions and by consider-
ing them st’able, these researchers ;end to ignore or minimize the sig-
R mficance.of the eov:;Anent_al setting tn eliciting independent behav-
tors. Thus, an 1mp11cat1'on‘.of these definitions where behaviors and .

v . .
perceptions are considered stable personality characteristics 1s that

educational environments do not have a major effect on a child's be- »
N

-

havier.
" .

There are two main reasons why psycholo;,\_xsts have investigated
dependent rather than independent behavior. Flrst, during 1nfancy and
childhood, dependent behavior 1s the natural state (Erikson, 196¢8). oy
‘As a result. those researchers who Rave attémpted to cxplagn child
developm#nt have focused on 1he dapendent relatmnshlp between Chll-\ :

. dren and adults. Second, an the later years of llfe. 1ndepend'ent behav-
1or 15 considered normal, whereas dependent.behavior is viewed ‘a;s

.. abnormal. Becausg-of clinical concerns, psychologists'have focused
. A €

on antecedents of the maladaptive behaviors. In addition, since !

- ERIC -8 20




! ‘ indepenidence and dependence are typicaily viewed as opposite poles

on the same contmuum psycholog.\sts as'sume that mformatxon about -

. I3

m&ependence is accumulated while 1nvest1gatmg dependpnce. ’
Al ' ! * :
.
. In situations where 1ndividuals are actually’able to perform , « , -
L) .

°

. {hexr activities unaided, dependent behavior is defined as the reliance
on others fo]r a};proval *xelp, reassurance, or attention (Hartup, -1963;
Maccoby & Masters 1979, Parke 1%9). ‘This definition corresponds

_to Heathis (1955a) deimr,txon‘oi emotxonal ddpendence. Heathers

. disnngmshes between emot‘ona! and:instrumental dependence. The -
o former 1nvolves see'lung so‘ckxal x;esp'on;e;.s from others as a goal 1n it- .
s . belf _a&d 'the latter involves eliciting help iron\'x someone .in order to
reach a Joal. Tins, distinction echoes Rousseau's (1762/1963) differ-
) entiation between de_pendence upon physical things, which he does not
consider.”real"\ dependence, and dependence upon peodple, which he'
'views as limiting, depepdent action. Psychologists tend only to exam-
- ine dependence othher people Thus, from the de{inition o'i depend-(
ende, it can be 1nierred that an independent child dt‘oes not nelyv‘on
others fo.r apprqval help, or reassurance when carbhble of carrying

out an act unaxded. This assumes that a chxld knows when to"ask for

, help and when not to do so. In other words the more autonomous a

i ** child is. the more ability s/he has in predicting his or_her capabilxty
' s ‘

. S N . y s +
. —tocarrf out a certain act unalded.

X

Although%r#nany psycholcglsts “conside? depe endence and independ-

, others view inde-
pe,-ndence as,more than just a lack of dependence Beller (1055 1e57y .
suggests that mdependeqce and dependence are not on the same con-,
tinuum bec, e "conditions of learning mlght favor sxmultaneous in-

-+ -crease of both degendence and independence 1n mgny ch11dren (Belter,

. 1957, p. 28‘/’). Parke (1969) concurs by stating that ‘mdependence
. [ R . N
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often suggests that ce rtain'.pos'itivé features characterize a ehild(-sp
social \beha.vipr as initiative, self-assertion, unaid‘ed and effortual
striving, in addition to iyn.frequent attempts to gain nurturance' from
others (p. 302). ' b
Independence can also be studied by eliciting judgments about
how autonomous an individual thinks s/he 1s, on th; assumption that
one's perception of mdependence can ajfect one's behavior. Psy-
chologists treat these perceptions as stable dispositions and 1dentify
individual differences that make 1t passible to locate individuals on

j §qntinﬁum. Indlwduala at one end of the continuum perceive the
outcomes of their behavior as a conseque:qce of their own actions,

that is, they perceive themselves as having aninternal locus of con-
trol. The individuals at the other end perceive tLhe outtcomes of their
behavior as a result of external factors, that 1s, they perceive the.m-
selves' as having an externa) locus of control. Rotter (1966) suggests.
that a person's perception of the extent to-which s/he has control over
th‘e enviromment has an affect on his or her behavior. Studies show- ‘
ing a relétionshxp betweer perception of independence and independent
beha\n‘or support hotter'§ assumption (Bottinellh & Weizmann, 1973;

Nowicki & Strickland, 1973). . ..

\

‘These descriptions of autonomy ingixca;e that the constructin-
cludes more than mindless actions. Some popular 1nter1.;retations of -
autonomy rest on the assurmption that an autonomous pers'on is one’
whose actions cannot be predicted or whose behavior is random.
Adopt'mg S\:\ch an 1nterpretation 1s not useful 1if the';oal is to study )

autonomy because such a definition indicates that it can be noither

.taught nor studied when seen as a random and unpredictable phenbme- -

non. From our review, we can“see that a complete consideration of.
\ -

autonomy must inglude information about s of ‘actions, the intfi-
v

vidual performing the acts, and the cohtext in which the actions take

place. . * , - i
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" : . Issués and Strategies . -

.
. . . .

In this section, we discuss the major issues that emerge in the

® process of teachlngftndents to become autonomous and in the course

of stndylng autononyy. , We alsu exanine the major- stra.eg:es 101 1n-

- vestigatigg those issues. While the definitions oi.autonomy are var-

- v
.

:
ied, ‘ranging {rom broad-bgsed theoretical ones o narrower empiri-
, - ) .
*  gad ones. the major 1ssues cluster around the means oi teaching au-
—_— . -
tonomy and the studying of autonomy as a characteristic o a person

or an envirénment. ‘b; issues involved 1n the teachmg ol autonomy

[E

rf'ier around destgmng educanonal settmgs in whxch chxldren can

. B

develop tndependence. The 1ssues that emerge from studying autono-

s

~ .
mw relate to the assessment of environments and to the assessment

of tndividuals and their actions.

1 - .

T ing Autonom

‘

An assumption that 15 made about the teaching of autonomy 1s

that a ch11d can learn !0 become more independent, at least with re-,

. . i
gard to speciitc &ituations. No umversal assumption 15 made con--

cerning the wavy in which this should be accomp;lxshed. In other
’
words, given tl"]at a miajor goal 1s to develop the independence of the

- student, different strateglee emerge for achxevmg 1t. "~ These strate-

gies differ 1n the degree io whxch the educanonal setting intrudes 1n

modeling ''correct. behaviors. .
. , . %
One group, typified by Montessori (1917/1965), stresses the
r
construction gf an educational environment that guides children to-
/ .
ward correct decisions and that provides feedback about the deci-
sions. Montesson contends that 1n order for c}nldren to learn to *

; 1
} assume responsxbfhty for their decisions, they mEd to be exposed

to correct principles and then learn why their actions are right. .
¢

- -

¥

i <
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According to.k@%ntesson, 1t 1s in this way 'that children develop a
2 A3
-t

. . sense of responsibility for their decisions, not because they feel
- ¢ : M

coerced to do so, but because theyv understand the correctness of
”

their choices. - .

4 -~ « ¢
P

- ]
v Another group, represented bv Dewey and Neill, believes that

far less systematic information rneeds to be built 1nto the environ-
) .

ment and relies on the consequences ot action to teach the =‘udent.

Neill (1960} and Dewey (19c3) agree that children should lé-arn to be

independent or responsible far their actions by virtue of thelr mas -

takes as well as from the outcomes of*their correct dec151ons. Chil-
ol "

dren learn about the constraints on their own individual'independence .

by realizing (gaining feedback from) the effects of their actions ont
2 i
others and on themselves.

I3

. .uontes cri. Dewey, ard MNeill all percerve childrencas growin
g 8

organisms who must learn to be independent for their own good as

well as the nood of soctetv. Although Montessori's approach fo-:

teachmg children independent behaviors differs from that of I\ex]}

and\ Dewey. all three concur that this can be acdomplished by creating /

s
educational environments which provide opportunities that support

‘s
/

. autbnomy. [n contrast to educators who focus on designing educa-

: tional settings, others concentrate on studying these.environments

.empirically. ) ¥ -

. ., ~ B «

Between thesé*{wo rAups lies the umqm> work of V\ang (see
‘:'

Wang. 1674 Wang & Swegel. 1975, Wang & Stﬂ'es, 197%a, 1975b),

.

, *Wang bridze« the gap’bet"'efr those who creat:\ and those whe enan,-

ine educau'onal environments by attempting both tasks. In addation

to building and de_;cribmg these envxronmcnts‘, she»st‘u_dxed them em-
o

pirically. In the process of merging several individualized curricula

) into a cohesive. adaptive program, Wang restructured the use of Y

20 *

24
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time by taking what had traditionally been divided into. subject m.atter
' periods and merging them 1nto a single time unit. Within the larger
4 unit, the children themselies determine the amount of time to spend. on
a specific task angd the sequencing o! learning activities. Moreover, 5 "
for a certain proportion of the activities, children are permitted to
decide the content of the task. Thus, a typical classroom has chil-
dren working on many difierent activiies. Some of the activities have

\

been 1dentified by the teacher, but the time of doing them 1s determined

by the chiili, other activitiesrare actually chosen by the child. Over a
[ 4

four-yedr period, Wang setup and studied several classrooms of chil-

‘dren fram three to eght veats 1n age (Wang & Stiles, 1473b), Wang's

work on these classrooms addresses several concerns beyond the 1ni-
. .
tial, organizatjonal ones. She advocates constructing educational en-
s ’ b
,

vironments which support the siffdent's independence from the teacher

in the perisormance of a range of assigned tasks and 1n the defimtion

and evaluation of new activities, Rut the work goes beyond develop-

_ment and 1nto experimental research on these environments. The
/

~

results of her work lend support to the 1dda that 1f the environment .

) . . .
sé‘stemaucallz" supports autonomous behavior, the children not only
. v

act independently, but also perceive their acts ds independent.
! b -
\ * »
Educators who deal! with the 1ssue of teaching autonomy agree

that educatidnal ernvironments can a.n‘d shou).d.be designed to support

« the growth of i1ftdependence 1n chxldrer'}{g\be'\;er, the envu*c;nments :
t'hey create difter. Clearly,-there 1s not just oNe best en\’lronm‘ent:

o for teachir‘xg autonomy, but a varietv of classroom situations that

offer oppoxtunities for children to agt 1nd’épende.;xtly. The practical -
o

\
. B . -

¢
1 . .

> .

ZWith respect to "'systematically, Wan;z Bridges Monte s ¥8%,
2 and Dewey, for she describes a carefully constructed environment
that permits the child to learn from mustakes.” v

'
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work of Dewey at the L.aboratory Scl'i‘ool Monteé.sori at Casa des Bafn-

.o binos, .and Neill at Summerkill provides evx%ence for ‘tHe necessity °, )
g )
and poaslbxht'y of, pystematxcally developing independence in children '

. ' by providing oppormmtxes that fostegautonomou%ﬁacthty .

-

L N -
Assessing Environmental Opportunities for Autenomy ) & ¢
. »
§ -
s The autonomy of the developing childgin an educational settx?lg is .

. the concern not only ‘of educational developers but also of researchers.
Although some researchers (esp\'xally psychologxsts) who stq@y au-
tonomy wview it as a stable pefsonality charec.tenstxc, others perceive:

independence as a changeable, ciynamic', teachable phenomenon, " It

.

. is useful, therefore, to describe and study educational.environments
- that provide opportunities for independence, the child's utilization of

these opportunities, and the effect of this utilization on th.e probability
of the ®hild's continuing to behave independently in the future. No one
researcher has considered all of these topics in a comprehensive

fashion. Each inve‘a‘iigates the one topic that 1s most compatible with

his or her own view of autonomy.

Moore (1972} examined instructional programs in order to i
-

assess the degree'to which each _provides opportunities for students

b behave mdependently, 1. e. to control the preparation, execution,

;nd evaluanon of their own 1earmng activities. More asserted that
o= ~ opportunities for the student to assume responsibility for learning .
' can occur only 1n mstructional progtams in which the teaching behav-
iors are executed apart from\ the learning behavxgrs. He labeled this
kind of instruction "'distance teaching' and explained that sv.;ch an“ap-
proach Tequires that communication between teacher andglearner.} be
carried out through written, eiectromc, or mechamcal ‘media as 1n .

.

television, programmed. computer-assisted, or correspondence

. ' .

: . 22
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inst Moore reviewed séme 2.000 articles d.!nbmg instruc-

o nal progré'm involving distance t‘eachmg' and classified each a'ccord'-

.., ' .
ing to wheth@r it bermitted students to con;rol the preparation, execu-
L) ¥ : - ‘_/ .

tior, and evaluatidn of learniny activities. Althpugh Moore embploved

- 4 “

4

hs schema to classify instructronal; methods from written descrip-

- - . | -

' . - / .
tions only, 1t seemns plausible to a'stuiue thas 1t could be used for cate-
. gorizing programs that can be obsexved directly. Since we are.con-

. A 4

cerned primasily with describing oppartunities for autonomy 1n actual
« v ’ . A .
classroom settinzs, we are interested only 1n schema thag can be '
¢ ’
¢ used for direct obscerwation. o T -
- * "
. . " Goldupp’s {19721 1nterests lie 1n contrasting a traditional
R

» ~ .
room with an open one with respect to the degree of autonomy that

. \ . 4 !
each one supports. ' nhike “Moore, “who examined descriptions of edu- v

cational settings, *OLLUPP 1 Lellen the amount of :.upport for autonomy

by mampulatmg the pre~ence of the teacher to determ&ne its impact
on Istud.enr behavxor. In other words, she observed and recorded tl:le n
.behaviors of children in bogh traditional and open classrooms, with
and without adalt supervision.s Then, she noLed“;hU”ts in the group 5

. . behavxé‘n from thc atfc"{‘ded to the unattendeo s;tuanon A small shift
R .
mdlcated that chlldren work under thelr own motivation and direction

as ‘well as under the motivation and dxrecnon of the seacher. She

.inferred that the smaller the behavxoral shift, the more opportunities

- o i
there were in the vducatjon® environment for independent behavior.
Given this definition of autonemy, the results of*Caldupp's s‘tqdy indi-

. L '
«cdte that*open-clgssrooms support more autonomy tnan do traditional

» [
© ones. C;oldup.p'observed behaviors and drew concluslons about the

. Y

classroogn 1n which these behawiors occurred but stopped short.of

describing exactly what 1t was about-the setting that caused 1t fo be :

. ) -
suppOr‘uve of 1ndependent dctulty ’ . ’
" , ‘., P . .. .
& - ¢ - -
= - x
* .
Y P ;-, " a4 o . " .' '
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The Columbia Classroom Environments Project (]“h) Was alew
o 49
concerned with assessiny the degree to which.anstructional programs
. suP?or’fod autongnious behavior 1n chaldren. v order vo evaluate pro-
g -

grams, thev developed =+ ~ral orscrvann.dl ochen ty record beha -
[N -

5 -

.
ior in classroom situauions that providec children i upﬁormnxy‘w
>

be i1ndependent. Spr* children used these opportunitics, others did.

not. From these ob~ervat10n§ CCEP made interences about the level .

of autonpmv that a parncular program supported. Eut CCEP comes

somewhat closer, than Goldupp to descx:mbmg which <peciiic en\'iron—'

mental oppértunities affect the independence ot the children.
. !

-

Althou.gh Flanders (12 7Y and Kremer, Perlbere, and Pelew

(1975) also studied entvironmental opportunitic’s tor independence,

they focused on a subset of the ennro;‘.m\ﬂent, tcaching techmques.
They examined the ways tn which teacher< intlusnce g ehild's 1inde-
pendence rather than.the ways the instructional Dro_;-.x':a't\ aftects Qu-
or her level of autonomyv. Flanders deseloped hvffotheses concerning
the effects of teacher bebaviors on the behaiions of the student. He \
hgped that these hvpotheses would contribute yo a theory of ‘instruction
by Ldentlfy.rlng ‘gener‘al p?tterns of teagher 1nfluence that produce.pre-
dictable responses 1n children. Most of Flanders' b ypotheses w::re
AdraWn after mbense. sy stematic obser,qnon of teacher and audent'.

interactions, .but have not been validated by measuring the :mpact on

‘student behavior P

-

] ‘ S
yemkr et al. (1975) focused on 1dentifying a teachins strate

.

aimed at increasiny teacher<' competencies 1n developing puiyl
s

B

. , )
and 1independent learpiny. Since they beliezen that mdeper\(lnt learn-
- M - \

thg consists of the {luency with which the student rdent.ties proniems

3

' »
raises questions, and determines how relevant the questions are .o’
. .

the problem to be solved. they developed a teaching method based on’

. 7
A

. .

'G‘. . Z . < .
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student questioning. This apprfoach utilized games, simulation, peer -

A
teaching, and micro-teaching to optimize opportunity for students to

A

.
ask questions. '
.

. .

To comprehensively study the au'.onomy of children, classroom
! 4
opportunities that support autonomous behavior must be described,

¥

utilization of these opportunities must be obser\fed and the relanon-

.

. ship between utilization- and the individual's level of autonomy must
’

be deterrmned All aspects of environmental oppopémnes should be
dOCumented, not just the characteristics of the instructional program
(Moor‘e) or teacher 1nfluence (Flanders). A greater‘range of inde- )
- pendent behaviors need to be examined, not on.ly self -motivation and
self -direction (Goldupp) or questlon askmg/abllzty (Kre*er et al. ).
prr.ly by comBming the issues can autonomy m-an educational setting
be properly studied.

¢ - N v

’

Autonomy as a Personality Characteristia

Another group of researchers focuses on autonomy as a predis-
L1;.»ositxon toYehave 1n a pdrtlcular way. These, researchers are mter-
ested m observ!nv behavior to aetermxnve whéther it is autongnous.
ln ganeral the concern }s not with 1pferring something about the im-

mediate env1ronn.1‘e‘nt, but with making inferences {{rom behavioral

observation} abou a‘n‘mdlwdual's predisposition to act independently.

4

Both Banta (1'970)‘ and Nru:n‘erfnan )(1972) s.frdeed the autonomy
of: 1nd1v1duals. Hanta ctenned autonomy as tm creatwe behaviors
exh"lbned"tx/ children and studied them in qlmulated situations where
eac};‘ child is*asked to perform manipulative’ taskss Ac‘c0rd1ng to
Banta, all ,these activities require credtive ''self-regulating” behav-

\ iors, Le.. behaviors which lead to efficient and" effective problem

squmg. Banta observed a child in this setting, recorded his or hen
1 4 . -

v
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f v
responSes‘to the problems, and dete;mined the strength of the child's

predlsposnlon to behave autonomousl'y The'one question that re-

mains unanswered }& whether these behav1ors will be masntained 1in

a real classroomn setting (rather than a simulated situation) with cog-

- 1 ,
- nitivee(rather than mampulative®opportuhities to sclve prob‘:ems.
Krimerman (1972) employed a hist of hehavioral characteristics
4

L3
{criteria) to determine whether any discrete act, or decision was au-

tonomous. If an i1ndividual manifested the 1dent1f1ed behaviors, s/he
was cons:dered mdependent otherwxse. the mdxvxdual was not cRarac-
terized as autonomous. Thus, Krifnerman introduced the significant

idea of cimulative behavior~ as the descriptors of personality.
- <

° 4
Psychologists focus on the personality characteristic aspect
. . N .
rather than the environmental dimension of autonomy. However, they

do not define autonomy directly and then study it. For reasonc sug-
. s -
gested 1n the defimition qectxon psychologxsts deal with muepenuence

through 1ts reflection, that 1s, dependence. Most of their studies
) focus on the ‘problems of whether depenaent behavior is (a) innate
or learned, (b} stable or unstable,. or (c¢) unidimensional or multi-

dime&nsxonal. The first two concerns arée of importance to educators

x,

"who focus on teaching mdependence or on studying envxronmental sup-
f ports. These #esearchers ‘need to know about the pature‘of an indi-
vidual's independ.ence before they can create or examine educationa .
opportunities for independenc‘e to be manifested. Teaching autonomy
or providing env.x’ronrr}ental supports for 1t depend on the extent to
which autonamy can be modifitd Ll_f.roubgl. programs and social struc-
o

tures 1n the classroom. The latter concern 1s e$pecially significant
* for the investization of the impact of envirdnmental mangpulations.

.

: 1Or.igms of dependence. Psychologists hc:)ld two positions about

.
the ori1gin of dependence. S>me view it~dZ instinctive, whereas
- . . . & ' Vo
1 Al - ‘
4 D
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othérs viewaepeqdence as a lgarned characteristic. According to
psychoanalytic theory (Erikson, 19c3, 1968, Parens & Saul, 1971),

.~ the nature anq form of depender;ce 1s a conseq;:epce of developmental

ﬁx.ations, In other words, ~t.he mstl'{;c’tual behav1or; that emerge

‘ qunng"'a‘ child's development can, atﬁtxr;)es,A ‘be disrupted by the en- )

wroz;ment, e.g., parental cor;trol.‘ .These developmental disrup- .
tions'result 1n the formulation of an ;ndwxddal'; personahty.‘ At the
earliest stages of life, dependent behavjor 1s ne/cessary fg'r self-

. presel&vahon. While this dependencelxg universal durmg early child-
bood. 1n later development, independence® be% unless the child's -
‘development has been disrupted 1n some way during the stage of i .
dependency This disruption results in the retentxon of the charac-
tenstxc of dependence even during adulthod, Erxkson (1963, 1968)

identifies the earliest stages of anal muscle coordination as the point

at whch independence naturally; begins. e

Another group of fhebrists, typified by howlby (1958, 1969),

¢ suggests that the infant has a.n innate tendency to seek affectional
proximity with another person. This tendency éevelzps in every

" human being because 1t 15 a necessary act of sarvival. In contrast
to psychoanaiytic theo'ry, Bowlby adds that the pature and form of
dependence are consequences of the cpar‘actenstics of the environ-«
“ment rather than devélopmental fixations. It 1s inter;stmg to note
that while these psychologists view dependence as the natural, origi-
nal state from~ which humans emerge,*Rousseau v{ews independence
as the natural state of childhood tha* 1s ofter corrupted by§.s'()Qieg; ~

3
into dependence. . Cee

o . . - .
’ -
. . In opposition to‘these instmctwe theories of dependence, a third ~
v -~ <
group of researchers contends that dependence 1s Iearned and that

early chxldhood is the crucxh learning penod 'Ihese theories ‘attribute
L]

[ - - 4
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1

the d1fferences among individuals in dependent behavior to the unlq*

set of ex'penences and learning opportumnes of each individual. A}: “
P -

though researchers used to hold the position that dependencd‘was acg

" drive, that view has lost acceptance 1n the last decade and has been

replaced by the position that dependence 1s a habat or a set of ‘rein-

forced behavmrsi: O.riginally, advoca¥e's of the drive-model (Bandura
& Walter’s, 1959; Gewxrtz, 1956a, -1956b; Sears, Whltmg', Nowhs%

Sears. 1953) described de}endence as a secondary drive derived from

‘tfhe spontaneous character of dependent resaonses that are, 1hcrea/sed

in situations where nurturance or affection is withheld and 1ncre/ased
in cases where substantxl nur‘xrance is given. However, ir'y/their
A 3 -

latér writings, Bandura and Walters (1963), Gewirsz (1961,'1972),

and Walters and Parkf (1964) describe depedfdence as habit or a set .

of beha\nors acquired as a result of some combination of eneraly

anxiety or arousal eﬁects, mddelmg phenomena, and/or | perant ,

N

learning through dxrect remforcement ‘ ‘ T
Stab111ty of dependence Both the 1n$t1nct1ve ahd 1}1{: leagning

theorists treat dependence z‘!fa stable characterxstu; N‘inle the

latter emphasize the environrnental factors in the development of
4

this predisposition, ‘t}ue iormer tef’d to minimize them. Accordmg

to both appr‘oaches, . ol-aged:childfen have already acquited

stable d%spoutr,ons to. beha ependéntly'or mdegendently and edu--
- -

cational programs cannot be expected to affect this behavxor.

- In recent year's; however, p
.
.+ Some resgarch

(sl{e Endler. 1973. stchel 1968, ,1973) has shown that while behaV-

v1ew th%t'personahty characterlstxcs ar

ior is parhAIy derived from certain disposition#ftendencies, it
can be affe&ed by a variety oi snmu}t’s conditiond and modihed by.

environmental ¢hanges. Such'a, pou;},on sugg sts that the dependent




‘ - “
‘ . e s -
. to S 4

bekavior of ‘an individual 15 afiected stronL’R' by situational cued. ‘A

. ISR
person 1s expected to behave consistedtly across sxmét{ong‘@nly to

5

4
the extent that similar behavior leads, or 1s cxpected to I f
_sumilar consequences across those conditions (see \'laCheL 973),

}«’nowyledge of intividual difterc nces alone ofterr tells usxlxtt e about

Row a partlcular individual will behave unless 1t is conﬁblned with m- .

fo mation about the conditiond that 1nllu€-nce the behavx}or. In nvesti-
1! S

gatipg dependéent or independent hehavior, 1t 1s necessa'{y to under-
. -~ ~’ L “

stand\the structure.of the situation that may encpurage or discourage

such b{haviore. ~ .1mz this as a basis, we can extrapo‘late"*to chil-

dren in ke cla:<room who can be expected to exhibit dmerent beha.v-

10ors unde d1 terent set: of conaitions. ' -
- : .
Dimensionali'y o' dependence. Another concern of psycholo-
T

’
nensnality o dependent bc“avwra. They examine

B .
the 1ssue of whkther dependence 1+ umdimensional, thatas, a single
*\
set of highly corYelated behaviors, or whether= 1t 1< mutitidimensional,
>
that i, mulaple s¢ts of uncourrelatee behavior-. Several studies re-

port high 1ntercorr ations among different measures of dependence
A} ' -

(see Beller, 1955, 14571, others do not (see Gevirtz, 19562’ 1956b:

,

Heathers. 1955a, 1955}, Scars, 1963), Maccoby and Masterg (1970)

degree of copsistency when\self-ratings.were used. A possible ex-

v

planation for the differences {f these findings 15 that observations

s
are based on specific behaviory usuna}ly without standardization of

eliciting conditions, while ratings tena to be :lobal and affected by

have been reviewed. What are the co

) ' 3 "
e 33N o
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. env_u- onment.

to have an impact that 1s somewhat durable. We feel researchers

. N « 3
Can autonomy be taught’ If it can be tauéht or is susceptiblé to
changes in the environment, how should one teach it” If autonomy °
can be taught, how do we best construct énd Tssess an environment’
with respect to 1t--by measuring the bnvuonment directly or meas-
uring the impact on children or both? If autonomy 1s not susceptible
to teachmg, what is its nature and how should it be mea.sured) In
reviewing the major issues sur unding «autonomy, we have seen that
it)is necessary to s1muftaneously gain information about the type of

environment under conmde ration and th¢ individual's behavior in that
17 .

v

Al

If autonomy 1s a totally stable eharacteristic determiined either
at birth or at an extremely early age, then it is not an 1ssue for edu-

cators (at least not a manipulatable one). On the other han'd if au-
M +
tonomy is totally situation-specific, varying almost randomly ir esach

c1rcumstance, then agam it 1s not an outcome oON wh1ch educators

must spend time. One of the major problems in considering out-
comes that are beyond, the usual'purview of education is that features
that are common to cognitive outcomes may no longer, hold. We '
aasum'e,Afor example, that if a child learns to read in one classroom,
the basic skill will remain unchangted 1n a new settmg This 1s not

the case for socia},'emotional, or attitudinal Skllls Cle.a‘rly,‘ we

~
R

feel that environments which support autonomous behaviors are likely
N

should concentrate on how to assess individdals' behaviorswand en-
vironments with respect to autonomy in order to increase the proba-

bi}ity that individuals will exhibit autonomous behaviors.
‘

n

Instrumentation

- hd B s * '

It 1s clear that the .study of autonomy\\xs complex. There are a

- 1
varjety of definitions for putonomy, numerocus issues that relate to'

- ~ «
» t
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’
autonomy, as mapy investigative strategies as there are issues, and

a great many techniques availab‘ie for assessing autonomy and related
. . . .
constructs. - '

S
The systematic investigation of autonomy hase been strongly

[

inﬂuenced, if not cu-cumscnbed by the specific mstruments used
-~

to'measure the phenomenon. As is often the case, instruments
orig.inally constructed to estimate a phenomenon eventually begin to
define tﬂe scbl;e and substance of,1it. Probably the most blatant exam-
ple of this ¥s intelligence tests. . More subtle examples are instru-
ments that purport tp measure nenverbal communication and motiva-

tion. Both of these constructs have become «;i'efined by their measures

rather than the ofher way around.‘ ‘ .
. ey
The hiteratupe on autonomy reveals that the three methods most'

co‘mmoniy used to measure 1ndependence are observation, self-report,
4

[ v

and projective teehmques. .These techniques vary M the directness

with which“they tap ghe construct shey are 1n_£en_ded to measure. For
instance, measurement 1s most direct with observatlgn schedules

because they iaciht’a?té the recording of directly observable behaviors. .
Measurement ;vith éelf—rep'ort\xnstruments. is less direct because it,
requires an indi‘vid(ual to report behavmors that have not been observed.
Finally, the least direct measurement technique 1s projective. This
technique reqmres an 1nd1v1dua.l to react to a stimulus that does not
describe the behavior of 1ntere§z. but from whigh the behavior is 'm— -
ferred. In this section, we examine the techniques that have been'
de'w\/eloped to measure autonomv and gelated constructs and discuss the .

~ .
limitations that they impose on the concept of autonomy in education. :

. . - .

] ot ' .
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L] N
Observation Schedules -

D : - : > -
A wide variety of schedules tor observation including chetk- -
lists, frequency counts, and rating scales are used ¢c record an indi-,

vidual's independent behaviors in particular circumstances or to

describe the situational opportlinities that support such behaviors.
» —_

The settings in which these observations are made range from
naturalistic to simulated ones. Although the directness of measure-

ment with observation schedules insures face validity, the specificity

v

of the situation being observed himits the generalizability of the find-

ings. However, the limitations of this technique do not seem to

.

restrict its use by researchers attempting to measure environmental-
opportunities that support autonomy or psycholegists measuring the . ;

s characteristic of dependence, *
x®,

_ & =
The majority of researchers involved with defﬁeating the oppor -
p ‘ -
tunities supporting independent behaviors use observation schedule

(CCEP, 1971. Goldupp, IQ':;Z: Moore, 1972). Moore's (1972) instru-

ment 18 a checklist forarecording whether programs of instruction %

R = , - -
provide opportunities for students to control various aspecets of their

.

learmng.” Moore breaks down the process of learning into three
stages; preparation, execution, and.dvaluation. By observing an
instructional program directly or by reading a’ written descrip;ti;m
of the way 1t 18 supposed to o};e rate, a traiged individual can deter-
+ 0 * M T o

"mine whether the program prﬁiégopportunitié\s forlq student to
‘prepare, .e‘x.e'cbk. d ev’aluate his or her own loar‘ning éotivxl’y..
Thus.,each instructional program ig associated with a triad of the
letters A a:i N ‘(A represents autonomous, N‘stands for.not autono-

. mious), each.letter indicating whether the student can carry out each
b

of the three stages of learquny. For example, a prograrm de scribed

. as "NAN?* on Moore's n‘f{trutnent provides opportunities,for students
. ' '
. . , <
Q .32 * e -
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to.control the executic;n of their leabfgng activities, but daes not per-
mit stud;nts to initiate of evaluate the activity. Moore's approach
Y to.the measurement of ennronment:l opportunities for autonomy has
' two weaknpesses. Fxr',st', the schema lacks detail, | It c&.n be used N
only to ciassxfy p‘rogranﬂs on a very broad-basis. The c.ategones .
\ .
need to be re{med so that instructional programs can be rated on a

multipoint rating scale rather than a simple dxchotomous one, Second

Moore's schema concentrates on the provision of the opportunities
.

o

for autonomy and ﬁeglects the 1ssue of whether these opportunities

. »

are utilized. .

The instryments created by Goldupp and CCEP are used te ;“
¢
de.termme how much mdepeddent activif* a particular environment

supports. (ising these observation schedules, an 1ndividual can.keep
LI

a tgcord of the behaviors exhibited bv childref 1n a fairlv pnaltered

classroom setting and from this record s/he can m'er the dégree of

autonomy that the environm2nt support®s. \& 1th Goldunp s (1972) obser- °

vation schedule (Classrom Artitude Obser \atxon @cbedule, CAQS),

a trained observer can scan a classroom and record what each child

I4

is doing and with whom s/he 1s working. The categon?‘ of activity

T rqnge fx:bm workmg on & varLet\, of acaderﬂc subjects or artls'hc
proxects to manifesfing 1nappropr1ate behavwrs such as yelling, wan-
der;ng. 1nterfer1ng with another chllti's work, etc. By recordxng the
chlldren s activities both when there 1s a teacher present and when

B

there 1s not and by analyzing any shiftg in activaties between these two

2

observations. t«;oldupp infers the level of autonomy that the environ-
ment supports. The problem with Goldupp's approach is that those

specific characteristics of the setting that support independent activity

* ¢
are not deltheated.’

2 I - ;
< s -

. The Columbia Classroom Env-xr{:mments Project (1971) developed

several complex schema with which a trained observer can record the .

0
-

-
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behaviors of individual children 1n a real classroom setting or in a

' simulated oné. From these recorded behaviors, the degree of autonomy

-

that the environment supports can be interred. ,Of the five CCEP obser-

,va'tion schedules (BORIS. IRIS JURIc .BESIS. and PRIN), two, JURIS

NG
8

and PRIN, are especially rele\. ant to autonOmy and locus of control.
JURIS permlts an analysis of students' self-descriptions 1n terms of
how they describe 1nte_r§9tions between themselves and others (see &
CCEP, 1971, pp. 87-105). PRIN permits an analysis of students’

' : e'Lp 152

self-descriptions in terms of internal or external control {see

"and following). .

Psycholagists fend_tor rely on observation as afmethod for assess-

ing the. degree to which an individual 15 depende‘nt rathe? $han inde-

pendent. In naturalistic settings, psychologists observe and record

- children's dependent behavior toward teachars, parents, and peers

’

'(see H’eathers, 1955b; Sears, Rau, & Alpert, 1965). The observation’

schedules used in these studies enable an mdx:’idual to monitor the
frequency and magnitude of those behaviors that reflect the child's

need for affection, attention, approval, help, or physical nearness.

, . -

Frequently, psychologists create artificial situations in laboratdi'ies

where they can observe and record dependent behavior (see Gewirtz,

1956a, 1956b, Heathers, 1953 Srrth, 1958). For example, Smith

v,
(1958) brought mothers and their children to'a laboratory where the

‘ chxldren were observed through ome-way mirrdrs while playmg thh

toys. The observers *ecorded both the type and fremuﬂncy of the

" child's responses that were directed to ehicit help or attcntion from

‘.

the mother. Occasionally, researchers employ more subjective -
methods such as rating scales to record observations. In several

studies (Beller. 1955 Hartup, 1958), teachers or peers are re-

, quested to observe an individual and to rate that individual on the

Q . 34 i ,
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degree of independence s/he exhibits. . Clearly, the danger in using

rating scales to judge observations is that a "halo" effect may occur,”
threatening the validity of the ratings. o=

N 7 e

- . .

%elf-Remt Instruments : R

. The self-report 1échnique 1s a less direct method of measure-

ment than observation. While obse»rvati‘on schedules are used as a "\
A4

framework to obserye and to record behaviors manifested in a ga’rticxb
lar-situation, self-report instruments require the respondent to tell
about the way ¢/he would behave in a particular- situation or about per-
céptions of the wav s’he has behaved in a past'situation. From such
a repért, those behavx!rs that the respondent would actually manifest

. - :

in the situation must be inferred. Within the area of autonomy, few

self -report instruments have been developed to measure independence,

S .
///Emal have been created for measuril’}g the related constructs of

dependence and locus of control. With these instruments, researchers

>claim to be measuring an individual's predisposition to behave in a par~
1 g P P P

ticular way. In othe-,r words, researchers feel that self-report instru-

ments can be used to tap a stable trait or personality characteristic.
i

Since most researchers believe traits to be independent of surround-

ings, the instruments are not sitpation- specific but can be administered
-

under any circumstances. Some of these instruments have been adapted
for use with small children although they were not originally developed
specifically for them. The majority of self-zeport instruments use

v

- ®
rating scales or multiple-choice questions,
\d L

. .
Three instruments designed to measure independence were con-
structed by*Jones (1967), Groth (1972), and Wang ana Stiles (19\7'%a).
. . L 4
Since Jones defined autonomy as the reverse of authoritarianism,  he
N ! .

~» : :
was able to construct an instrument for measuring autonomy by simply

" reversing the California F-scale items that measure authoritarianism.

. * !

'

ERIC ' S
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The new instrument is referred to as t};e Pensacola Z-scale, The

66 Z-scate items require that a respondent describe his or ;xer behay-
ior, values,.and self—cc%xc'ept. *Each item on the forcéd-choice ques-

tionnaire has two pc:ssible answers: One is an independent choice and

the other is an authoritative or dependent one. -

-

Groth's {(1972) instrument requires the subjects to select three
people from a list of six (God, governmental leaders,yents, teach-
ers, friends, myself) who are most important 1n deterfnining how theyf
deal with specific problems. Those who choose myself as first choice
are consider'ed autonomous. Although the mstrumér:t C‘rea!,ed by-Wang
and Stiles (1975a) also Lméasures independence, it is different frt)m the

other two because.t is an interview rather than a s inistered

questionnaire: it is alo situation specific. The jnterview, the Self-

Responsibility Interview Sched}x}e {SRIS), consisfis of a series of open-
,ende\d questions about what tasks the child is cgaprying out in the class-
room and who has respons{bllity for.the’select& of these tasks. TheA
degree to which the child expresses that s/he, rather than the teacher,

controls his or her own learning indicates the degree to which the child

* .

15 autonomous.* In a s1m11a: but less extensive fashlon, Leinhardt

{1972) used open interviews w1th children to asseSs the environmental

support for autonomy. -,
Self -report instruments are used more widely to measure those
constructs related to autono;'ny. Some researchers attempt to agsess

¢ dependence using selected response patterns from long mventones of

questijons. For example, Navran (1954) used portions of the Minne-
sota Mulnphasm Personahty Inventory (Hathaway & McKmley, 942)
Likewise, Cairns and_ Lewis (1962) extracted portions of the Edwards

Personal Preference Schedule (Edwards, 1953) 1n order to measure
dependence. Others attempt to measure locus of. control, the extent

-
« 'y .

N

S S £
‘ 36

Q X
C 4‘) . ) o

*

103



/

mself or merself a®independent, using .

t mcorp@e rating scales The one¥sed

Those employed pnmarlly with chxldren are Bialer's C}uldren s
Gcus of Control Scale (Bialer, !QCI\,\!ntell'ect.ual\AchxevemenE Re- .‘ o'
:spons}bxlity_duestmnnaxr {Crandall, Katkov:ky;, & Crandall, 19653), &
and the .I)\Jowzcl;:f(nckl% Scale (N wicki & %tr;ckland 1973). Al-

] .
: ( «¥Mough the sel rt 1f<truments at have @rcn developed 1o meas-
.

ure autonomy and’ its related cu ts are numerous, they are gen-

|
~erally unsuited for the -assessment ot autonomy in educat)onal setting
-nét qnly because few are designed for chﬂdren but also because even .

. L d
fewer are designed to be sensitive enough to measure differences 1in

. ) ’ '

N > » . v
the edusagional environment, . . . ,b ]
= © ‘ .. . .
\ o ., i s .
X - ) s # . .
Projective Tests v . .

a ‘ .

. ’

. . : a : R .
The projectrve ttxchmq.ue‘the least direct method of measure-

meht, 1s used by psyc'holo vlsts’attvmptmg tc measure the trait of

' w >
dependence, Prmectl\'e tests consxst ofiunstructured snmu'h to whxch

. >

ran 1hd1udua1 rs required to r_espond with the aqsumotlon t}Ta“t the re- .

R sponsés 1nd1cate a tendency to bega’ve dependently. in other words,

~ the usars of DrO_]eCtl\‘ tests assume that a deeper { ®uth about an rnd'i-

k]
« vidual's geed to be debendent 1 sevealed throggh a prolcctxo per-

sonaht\ onto a reutral stirrulus.  These tests have low facessalidaty

»
. a e

. because he) are n’mt‘ cr a framewors with which to ob~erve dependent .
- - a [}
% behavior nor do they dn;r;Ll\ po-¢ any que;tzon»\ aboyt dependences » P

Despite their low face v t@ the results obLtained from these tests

S v,
=+ are considered zable ovér a wid&'-var:ety of situations.
s 4% - A ’

. ’

v ’ _ .
To measure depelienee, both Fitzgerald (1958) and Kagan and*

Teel e A .. - N
Mussen (1956) used the Thermmtic Appercéptipn Test developed by
! . o v, r . o
-~
'ERIC S 41 . v
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Mu’rra:/ {1943), Levftt. Lubin, and 7uc1;erman 51962) employed the

Rorschach created by Klopfer and }\éll\; (1046) *Ruepush and Waxte

. (1961) used® the Holtzman Inkblof Test (qutzman#l“%& ) Two other
projective-measures ot dependence., 'chL:lnng written rather :har\ o
verbal pro’ducnons on thk part of the subject, are the Sun Drawing

».

For all of these tests, the responses of the subjects must be 1nter—

est, (Loney, 1971) and the Sentence Completion Test (Lanyon, 197’).|

' pr‘eted in terms of an esta.bllshed cod1n5 'system. The advantage of*

measuring with proyectne tests 1s that they tend to be resilidnt to .

day-to-day fluctuations. Thu"thev can serve as a useful diagnostxc

.

~tool for clinical intervention 1n'ca%{"here an 1ndividugl tends to be,
- . A N -

abnormal, with respect to dependence® For precisely that reason,
. ‘ -
LY " . N
however. these tests are not useful for assessing the ‘development of
A

,independence 1n children i cydssrooms. . A | ’
¥ y{_/}
. ' We have reviewed thfeefypes gf instrumentation observation
e . - i "~ .

" self-report, and pirojective. Each type yieids different information
S and rest'rNs ‘to some extent, what 15 meant by autonomy. W'he:her'
categor\cal frequency countQ or ratinzs, observation schedu1e< tend
< " to be flexible and sltuatlon specxflc. However, they do not yleld 1p-
formation’ ;bouf the thought. proc:sses or deC1510n making of a'chxld Y
- N\ because thrx reflect onJy exhxblteq'behavmrs. Whether f‘orced_-cl;l'oiceg .
~or open-ended interviews, self-report 1nstruments teflect a percep- ' p

\ h b
tion of past or future behkviors. They tend to be more general and

less mruahon-spescxflc than observation schedules. 'I"/h,ey do not gen-

* 7 Térate m.formauo"r; about actiial ‘behavigrs, only reports o?behavrlqrs.
- " PArOJrect\ve‘ tests g{enér.ate‘- information about an individual's persoh‘ality
ofﬁuv/hich the individual may or may not be aware or. with which the
. . - . - '
- kn. 1vidual may or may not airee. In some cases, the results of these
. . . - -
.. " teit \may be predxctlvo of general tendencles tpward ce~rta1n behav1or )

-

' - ‘ ' . - i #
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3 patterns. Currently, the observation and self-reporting techniques

seem to be the most promising devices far studying the impact of

,'educati(onal efforts in developing student autonomy.

)
- ’

i L L “
e . , 3

. Agpro;ch to the Further Study of Autonomy

' .

. Ha.ving considered ¢he various definitions of autoncm\y and having

v
- exarmned the major 15,sues strategxes, and mstruments“that have been .

.
L

suggested £or its mv‘stxgalxon, we are 1n a positich to propose our own

straj;egy for studymg student autonomv 1n the classroom. “We do this

thhout formulatmg a rigad set of rules to be followetﬂmt with hopes

that we w1T1-provxde some clanty and structure to the subject by oHer- "N
’ .

ing a way 1n which tozpr‘ocgaé. g , . . v

. 'lvr b.. - - . . . '

Towards a Definition P ' ” .

- -

According :o sur definition, autonorny can be manifested in a

situation in=which a choice 1s available to the child. This choice must

o - ..
include at legst two realistic alte rnatives. Further, the éhxld must .~ -
be, aware of the choice, have the capacity to consider the consequences

of the avaxlafnle alte rnat%ves, and hayve )the ‘ability to seek’ information
t, * 8
about either the choice or the consequences. finally, we limit our
. - R . - w
. ., diskussion to choices that the child makes 1n classroom situations.

\i We assume that chxldren differ in their.ndensy to behave au-

tonomously when ngen the opponumty tu do so. We take for granted

'~ that th1s tendency can increase or Mcrease depending on the,environ-

LA

ment to which 2 éhnd 1s exposed. Furt r, we assert that a4chud‘
v Y

.~ Yendéncy to behave mdependently will increase 1if that child 1s exposed ‘
; ‘ to ah environment whxch permits more‘rather than less independent
* behavior, regardless of'the degree to which the chx?{ﬁzasﬁmiﬁauy an

- independent person. In other worde, .21ven two children wit}x simlar ‘

.

- - . . ; v
téndencieg to be independent, the child in the more supportive -and

- ¢ -

-

| Qo \‘\ . . o R
EN{C( I 14 '., . ¢ 'q/'a » e PR

Aruitoxt provided by Eic




E

*
«*

“instructive environment will develop more autonomous behaviors than

S

the other. *

)
v

. LIS
~ 4

. .
Actions can be autonomous only in situations in which there is
the possibility of "informed" choice. At a minimum, such a situation

’ . - \
exista when there is a choige betﬁveeﬂ doing and not deing something., - -

At a ma:umum. such a s1tuanon ex1sts when the action to be engaged
in is generated by the: md1v1dual the manner of executmg it is decided
by the individual, and'the issessment of the act is made by the indi-
vidual. Inathis case, “the individual identifies the goal, defines 'Ble '

mechanisms for reaching it, and assesses the success of the attempt

to ob,tam the godl. In educational settmgs. ‘such situations are rare
and those that exist are difficult to obserVe. .

In order'to use a deflmtxon of autonomy for eémpirical mvesnga-
tion within a classroom setting, two requurbments must be met. F’irst,

ahy attempt to define a‘u.tonc;iny must be stateci in a way which permits

one to draw reasonably direct educahonal conclusmns. Soine Oi'the

2

approaches we have dlscussed are useful as a bas1s, but they"must be _
transformed into a more practical form, Second. it must b(\mgm-
bered that welare dealmg with young chxldren and that we ax‘v study-
ing an envp.ronment in whlch adults mubt take considerable control

- Any definition must take these-facts inty account. &
xo - R, - ’

Autonomy is possible when'at least two altetnatives are réalds-

tically available. Thus, in order to study thegdevelopment bf,'auto;u;m 3
y ; dy thegdevelopment y

in educational settings;, information is needed not bnly:‘hls,out th¥\child

- S awta .
but also about the setting. The interaction of these fwo is displayed L~
,in Figure 1. The top of Figure 1 is labeled ”Uhhzaﬁon oi Opportumty i

The column headmgs are.''Child Uses Opportumty" and'"C}uid Does "

Not Use Opportunity, " 'I‘hese column headmgé,refer bo a childts acnons

i.e., they refer to"situatiqns in which a Chlld‘utlh‘ZES z”doeg not‘ut;lize.

’
' . ot

. “ R
Ll ' ’
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opportumt gs to behave,autonomously (makes decismns about the learn-

ing envxron.ment) ‘The side of Flgure I"is labeled "Oppoﬂ:uri}y Pro-
vided, ¥ \Vi’uch 1nd1cates whether the oppor;umty 1s offered farwa child ‘
to control or to make choxces aoout vahous aspects ot the environment,

1

These opportunitie’s refer to the 1mp11c1t and ‘explicit rules of the classg

"

’
- M - . X
room. The interaction of rows and colfumns yields four possibilities,
; €

.,

¢ .

(-~ k. A child does not exercise control th’ls given--that set

of actions is considered dependent.
.

2. A child exercises control that is given--that set of'ac-

- tions is consi‘der'ed independent. \

' *3. A child does not exercise control when that contrdl is not | .

given--that set of actions is %onsidered obedience.
B N '
v . o

4, A child exercises control when that®ontrol is not given- -
. ! .
that set of actions 1s considered rebelliod or disobed:-

ence. ¢

. Clearly, any action can be misjudged because.of a failure either to
ugpderstand the provision or the utilxzatibn of opportunity. This scheme
1s simply an attempt to select among behavxors those that are most

"likely to be autonomous and those that are least likely tq be m1s;ud§ed

‘ '

. Two pbints that should be emphasized are not readily apparent
from Figure !. .First, the set of behaviors within any given row or

. < -
column 1s continuous and the barners between cells are somewhat

.

arbitrary. Second; within cells, some behaviors wili piove to be
more significant than others in terms bf how representative they are

of each 6f the four behavioral categories. -

N 4
A Strategy for Studying Autonomy 1n a Classroom . . ‘ N
: e .

Having specxhed the kinds of situations with which we are con-

cerned, we turn to the development of an appsoach for investigating

E lC ‘ ” ' 424.6‘ h .




o - . .
.autonomy in natural settings. As stated earlier, the work must pro-
ceed along two dimé:.sions,mmulfaneously: the gaining of information

. agoqi ihe- educational environment and about the student. THe ultimate
goal is to measuré cixanges in levels of student autonorny that are ‘
attributable to educational factors and to be able to design the most ,

-

effective educational environment for the development of student au-

* tonomy. ’ )
- »

What we propose to investigate 1s that set of ci,rcumstané’és in
which the.child exercises contro} that 1s given to him or her either
implicitly or explicitly (upper right-hand cell of Figure !). We are
excluding from.consideratiod two situations: the one in whick g, child
exercises control which is not given (lower right-hand cell), i.e.,
when there is disobedience,.and the one in which there 15 obvious - : i

a)b,ediez‘ic'e flower left-hand cell). Itas possxdble, of cqunse,'t};at in
reality the acts are independent (1. e., the child 1s exexzcising con- -
scious thoice); however™it would be du’fxctlxlt to assess these acts.
Also, we exclude temporarily from considerati(;n the study of autono- K . :
|©  my in extremely rqsir'ictixe environments where all Pbservable asser-

tions of choife'ate. by definition, disobedience. ;\nd, we expect to

, -
“have to eliminafe situations 1in which the child 15 allowed to do any-

ihipg . thus ‘making it difficult td distinguish between simple reaction

sand premeditated action. ’

v

’

Gaining informatfon about the setting. Given the interactive

nature ?f'thé’environment and the child in determining the degree to
yhigh an ;tgxon 15’ autonomous, 1t 1s appropriate to devise a planrfor
obtaining in_fox;matxorjm about the setting &nd the child. In order to gain
in[ormati'on‘ about.the environment, we must generate'a comprehensive
Nsting of the opportunitres for autonomy. This.listing must be general,
i.e., usable acrgss a wide villgeety of settings. To do t’hxs, we recom-

(; ment listing the i&hcxt and explicit rules 1n widely differing educattenal ’

-

43 .
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¢
settings across a somewhat narrow age band. turrently, we believe
» N ~ .

.that opportunities to engage in autonomous behavior fall into three

. main categories: (a) Within a classroom there may be ?portwiunes

ny

to engage in managené{ activities, for example, sharpenmg pencils, -
gettmg paper, and obtammg hall passes. {b) there may be opportuni-

. ties to take part in.social behavior, that is, to de.cxde with whom to
work, with whom to converse, and when to starvﬁ and stop s.uch inter-
a?tions: and (c) there may be opportunities to engage 1in cognitive‘v
activi'ties. that is, to make deci‘s1lo‘ns about which subject matter to

study, how to study it, and at what pao,:e-to do so.

2
To some extent, a hlerarchy is assumed among these categories.

The' oppor‘gumties and behaviors surrounding cognitive activities are
. <onsidered more signifr'cant for the development of autonomy and more
complex to p;rform than those surrounding maﬁage rial ones. Also,
some actions may involve more independence than others, e.g., those
acts that are most conducive to the longorar;ge de‘elopr;\ento-fi_n,de—{
pendent behavior. However, at this point we have no empir&al evi-
dence for differe;nxal(ywexghtmg them. We wall startoff by weig]
ing each behavior equally. Eventually, a mo're forrr'x‘a'l weighting sys-

tem or ranking should be empincally developed. This should i1nclude

inform@tion about the probability of an action taking place and the value

~assigned to the action hé chxldren and adults. Once a genéral check-
"hst 1s developed, a c Iist can be compiled for Each sett.ing in
«» Which investigation to be carried out. For 'examplé, if the gen-
? eral list has 100 opportunities for managerial independenc d only

35 of fhém are applicable (permissible or relevant) for a particular

L5 . -
) envnonmebt; ’\ﬁ:en for the next stages of study, only those 35 would be
used. By, cont&astmg the, 3genera] and specific lists, one caa\begm-\to- >
: S
tank environ s with respect to the level of support that tkipro-

vide for autonomy. Y 4 N

3

| ’ o
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Gainin&info-rmation about the child. The next task is to develop

systematic measures-of differences in utilization of these opportunities
for autonomy. Among environments having very similar lists of oppor-
t\;nities, we assume that there are substantial differgnces in the fre-
squency with which t]';e students utilize those 9pportumt‘1es. We assert
that this is due i1n part to {a) the particular students involved, (b)the
iinp'l’ici't rules of the classroom that a.re. of course, more difficult to ‘
assess than the e;cp‘licit ones, and (c) the type of active support given

.

students as a consequence of behaving autonomouasly.
.

-
‘ - 3

Utilization of opportunity can be estimated in the following way.
L4

As described above, the veneral checklist may be Gsed to compile a
specific list of all the oppor*unnxes for student autonorr;; in a given
setting. Then, each child or a sample of individuals may be monitored
for a period of time to obtain an estimate of irequenty of utilization of
each opportunity. This, 1n turn, yieids an estirr.ate of the level of
élassroc:‘m d}fi:iaixon (mean and standarc ueviation of all chil’d!;en).for
each opportunity and an estimate ot child unlization for each oppor-

tunity. This mtormation permits a refinerient qf the ranking of en-

vironments and a bezinning of 'he ranrin; o’ 1nGividuals, -,

. . C :
We need to reiterate that we are opem&mo levels'simul— '
taneously, the classroom level and the student lével. We as"éume that
there will be differences among and within classrooms and that those
. differenices wall fnhar;c-e or detract from the ability of the studénts to
d\e.velop 'skxlls tn "n!naglng their own behaviors. As we stated, we are |
assurhing that the mgre opportumtuc chxidrnn are v:ver; for engaging
in aytonomoys behavior, the more likely they are to learn them and to

be able to transfer them to new situations. Thxs, in turn, should
R .

affect their beliefs about their control of their own environment.
- 1]
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Develdping an lnstrument for Measuring Autonomy
. > >

Havxng dec1ded upon a woﬂtmg”ﬁé’ftnfnon of autonomy and having
develoPed an approach for studymg autonomy in natural settings, we
turn to the final task of constructing an instrument that permxts the
x:neasuremen} o_f differences 1n aufonofny. that 1s, differ€nces in chil-
dren's ability_ to ‘take advantage of and generate choice situations. Of
course, the difficulty is that one does not expect Sontext-free autonomy
to develop because autonomy 1s not a simple skill easily exercised in
all environments. For example, if a child is given a'great deal of inde-
pendence in mathematics and little mdependénce in reading or social
science, one would expect to find miore ggdependent behaviors exhibited
in mathematics-related tasks than in other situations (for reasons of .

opportunity and learning). *The main task 1s to develop a test or simu-

lation that is reasonably related to the kinds of situations the chxld

. actually faces, but that s general enough to be relevant for a spectrum

.of educational settings.

-
.

+ ° Different stages in a program of research leading to the develop-
ment of an assessMment instrument for autonomy are presented in Figur’e
2. The goa'I or objective of each phase of research 1s described ‘im the
left-hand column, @hile the proc“’used to generate 1t is described d'n
the right. At two points on the f.xgure. the prior results are used to
assess differences and generate hypotheses about the next level of re-
search. Thus, for example, we exp:ect that there will be differences
among gIassroSms (and students) not only 1n the number (quantitative)
é)f opportunities provided but als‘o in the typé (qualitative) of opportuni:
ties provided. It will be necessary to examine 1n depth both types of
differences and to utilize these reviews to change and reconstruct t};e
instrument and add, 1f'nece’ssary. new components to the approach
(for example, to more clearly differentidte among u./ays of "teaching" !

-
autonomy)\ What we are advocating 1s to move through measures of the

environment toward measures of the 1ndividual.

E
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T Goal Process
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Develop general hist and major Observe several classrooms with
' categories of opportunities for widely differing practices with
1 . autonomy respe€t to student independence
' . to max:mize the rangs of hehav-
Environment ‘ tors on the list
Opportunity : .
« . v 3
- - Develop specific bsts - Observe_extensively in one or
o . . two classrooms which ‘will be
. : .used to study student behaviors
“ .
v
. Measure differences quantitative-
- ly and guahitatively between en-
-~ vironments Generate hypotheses
of direction of influence of class
room patterns on development
. of autonomy
> o
Individual Assess degree of utilization of Observe extensively eachuchild in a
Utilization opportunities by chidren from ciagssroom over time noting pat-
. spec fic |5t terns of utilization across differ-
4 ent children . .
. * .
. » .
Measure differences quantitative
. ly and qualitatively between child ’
. ! N * ren Generate hypotheses about
R outcomes n future situations
‘ L N ’ ‘
individual * Develop simulation tests of auto -
Measur'ement . nomy for individuals . "
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, ’
: The basic assumption surrounding the approach outlined for the”

o

investigation of autonomy 1s that classroom practices wi}l {niluence
the abili'ty of a child to be independent and to ¢ontrol his or her edyga-
tional environment. We sugge st approaching the measurement and »
assessment of that ability by exammmg the opnortumtxee for the stu-
dents to engage 1n independent behaviors, by obServmg the actual utili-
zation of these opportunities, and finally, by measuring the; relation-

ships between the two. , A ) g ¢

Summary,
3 N . - 1 L
This paper has focused on autonomy, one set of many posgible

-
noncognitive outcomes of education. E‘dﬁcator's' and psycholc;gésts have
long a:g‘reed that much more than reading and writing 1s learned in
school. They have also agreed that if other things of value are picked \
up 1n ed,ucahonal environtments, 1t might be worthwhile to teach them
dxrectlv rather than 1eavmg it up to chance. However, there have been
several problems attached to this view. First, not many people can
aéree on what the otheg: outcomes of education are. Secc;-;d, there.is
~ .considerabfe controversy over what types of bqh‘;vxors are value/d/bty'\
, the _‘society. Historically, there has been no mandat@‘tor ‘Public e:iuca-
tion to encroach on these private areas of development. (The contro-
versy over sex education is an example of both of these problems )
- . Third, even if we decide what a noncognitive outcome 1s (autonomy can
be one), 1t is not clear if 1t 1s something that can be taught. 1n'the safne .
way reading 1s taught. When an ;ndxvxdual_learns to read, the skill 1s
hightly tv‘anafera le 1o a variety of cit Lumsta..Ccs,.ﬁlbcu tendencies fou
greater fluidity with certain types of mav,tenalsv seem ¢o develop. It s
not cle;r that socialyor personality charactenshés will exhibit this

feature of transfer. Therefore, attempts to educate for something

' Ay
like autonomy might be a risky undertaking at best. Finally, precise,
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-vglid measurement of thé¢se areas 1s in its infancy. Clearly, under-
‘star‘lding. teaching, and measuring something like autonomy will be -
greatly facilitated by careful}y analyzing and studying 1t. This paper
is an attempt to begin that:process. ' ’
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